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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 
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1 )[X] Responsive to communication(s) filed on 13 February 2006 . 
2a)l3 This action is FINAL. 2b)Q This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) [X] Claim(s) 1 - 7 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) E] Claim(s) 1 and 5-7 is/are rejected. 
7® Claim(s) 2-4 is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)S The drawing(s) filed on 15 December 2004 is/are: a)l3 accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1 .121(d). 
1 !)□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 
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application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 5 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over United 
States Elevator Corp. (DE 2251 124, here forth referred to as "US Elevator") in view of 
Jones, et al (5,957,251). 

In Claim 1, whereas US Elevator discloses two brake blocks (62 and 66) and that 
block 62 is "...made from a hard metal of a relatively low frictional (wear) resistance, 
such as carbon steel..." (Page 13), US Elevator is silent regarding the material of the 
mating brake block 66, other than by stating that the braking effect is "... primarily 
achieved by brake shoe 66" (Page 14). Jones discloses that conventional "... brakes ... 
have been made from cast iron ... engaged by brake... shoes..." of "...semi-metallic or 
non-asbestos organic..." material (Col. 1, Line 19). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to supply the US Elevator reference with brake 
blocks of a different material based on the use of dissimilar materials or materials of 
unique hardness as mating surfaces for braking by frictionally induced loads to limit 
wear to one of the two mating surfaces, as common to the brake systems of the 
automotive (and rail) industries. 

In Claim 5, while US Elevator discloses two brake blocks, one being made from 
carbon steel and the other undefined, Jones discloses "... a brake having at least one 
braking component... (Col. 6, Line 17) and "...the braking component may be any 
component that generates a braking or frictional force..." (Col. 2, Line 26). He adds that 
the braking component "... has a friction material..." of"... ceramic-metal composite 
(CMC) that is comprised of a ceramic phase and a metal phase dispersed within each 
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other" (Col. 3, Line 13), and that "the CMC portion of the brake may be made by any 
convenient or known powdered metal or ceramic processing technique" (Col. 6, Line 
48), thereby promoting a commercially viable, wear and temperature resistant invention. 
Therefore, to modify US Elevator with the teachings of Jones would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art, in order to gain the performance and commercial 
benefits of Jones. 

With respect to Claim 7, Jones states, "Even more preferably, each of these 
braking components has a friction material..." (Col. 6, Line 22) whereby, said friction 
material is a ceramic-metal composite (CMC) and "the CMC portion of the brake may be 
made by any convenient or known powdered metal or ceramic processing technique" 
(Col. 6, Line 48). Therefore, to modify the reference of US Elevator with the disclosure 
of Jones would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, in order to further 
reduce downtime through enhanced service life of the pair of brake blocks. 

Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over US Elevator in view 
of Jones and in further view of Suenaga et al. (4,807,728). 

Whereas US Elevator discloses two brake blocks (62 and 66) and Jones 
discloses, "...the braking component may be any component that generates a braking 
or frictional force..." whereby as example "...either the brake rotor or brake pad is a 
braking component..." having "... a friction material..." of"... ceramic-metal composite 
(CMC)..." Jones refers to the fabrication of brake rotors made from cast iron. 

Suenaga, however, confirms soft cast iron ("flaky graphite cast iron", term as 
corroborated by Pollard (Col. 5, Line 14)) as "widely used as brake members for ... 
brake drums and rotors" (Col. 1, Line 9). Therefore, to modify the invention of US 
Elevator with teachings of Jones and the disclosure of Suenaga would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, to maintain a degree of simplicity (by utilizing a 
block of readily available material) while enhancing performance (through the hardening 
of one of two frictional surfaces). 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 2, 3, 4 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: 

Claim 2 contains allowable subject matter because the teachings of the prior art 
of record taken as a whole do not show or render obvious the combination set forth 
including that one brake block be made of aluminum-bronze. 

Though the use of soft cast iron as a brake block is common, as disclosed in 
Pollard (3,239,319) in that "... for a great many years the vast majority of brake shoes 
... have been made of cast iron" and that "... the shoes are made of relatively soft cast 
iron..." (Col. 5, Lines 7 and 13), the use of aluminum-bronze has not been taught. 
While Jones discloses the use of aluminum-bronze as an "exemplary aluminum alloy" 
as the metal phase of a ceramic-metal composite (CMC) for frictional material (Col. 3, 
Line 36) as well as "a disk brake having an aluminum alloy brake rotor..." (Col.6, Line 
26) and Cline in Mechanical Overhaul Procedures for Hydroelectric Units (U.S. Dept. of 
Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, July 1994) teaches that to promote resistance to 
galling, dissimilar materials as mating surfaces for his application should be used with 
the notable preference for aluminum-bronze and austenitic stainless steel, the use of 
aluminum-bronze as a primary brake material lacks precedence in the referenced art. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 13 Feb. 2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Jones discloses the use of different materials in conventional brake technologies, 
which he furthers in his invention regarding the application of coatings or laminates 
comprising metal-ceramic compositions on one or both of the braking surfaces. The 
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brake rotor of Jones is analogous to the opposing braking block of the instant invention 
and that of the fixed brake block of US elevator, the latter having a cable passing 
between the braking surfaces. The fixed brake block (62) of US elevator is of "a hard 
metal of a relatively low frictional resistance... such as carbon steel", whereby the 
primary wear component, offering the higher frictional resistance, is his movable brake 
block (66). 

Again, the reference of Jones was provided as prior art teaching the use of 
dissimilar materials, in that US Elevator, while teaching the concept of fixed and 
movable blocks engaging an intermediary cable, was limiting in his review of the 
materials of the brake blocks other than disclosing the low frictional resistance of his 
fixed block and stating the braking effect is primarily achieved by his movable block, 
hence the movable block providing a higher frictional resistance. 

The fixed brake block of US Elevator serves as a braking surface as well as a 
guide for the cable, whereby a groove is provided in which the cable can be frictionally 
engaged by the surfaces of both the fixed and movable blocks. That the brake blocks of 
the instant invention do not provide this feature does not render the prior art of US 
Elevator as inapplicable. Again, the fixed brake block of US Elevator clearly offers a 
braking force, which US Elevator defines as "relatively low" in comparison to that of his 
movable block. 

In that the invention of US Elevator as modified by Jones, and furthered by 
Suenaga et al, provides a dual-block, cable-braking device wherein the blocks comprise 
braking surfaces of dissimilar materials, of either ceramic-containing, cast iron- or soft 
cast iron material, the instant claims are not patentable over the references as applied 
above. 

Additional teachings cited as prior art of reference include Hugel (US 
2002/01 17357) and Wendel et al (US 6,092,630) as references for brake devices 
teaching both fixed-movable and dual-movable brake blocks engaging a common rail 
and cable, respectively. 
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THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Stefan Kruer whose telephone number is 571.272.5913. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 09:00 - 18:00 EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kathy Matecki can be reached on 571.272.6951. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571.273.8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866.217.9197 (toll-free). 





